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_ SUMMARY

HE EFFECTS OF THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND FINANCING
OF NEW SPORTS STADIA ON CINCINNATI EcoNomMIC GROWTH

The Hamilton County Commissioners have proposed a strategy for subsidizing the construction
and operation of two new stadia for the Cincinnati Reds and the Cincinnati Bengals. Submitted
in 1995, the proposal recommends a County sales tax increase to finance the two stadia as well
as other public goods. This report examines the effects of the proposed tax increase to
understand how much will be raised and who will be affected most by the tax plan. In addition,
the effects of the construction and operation of two stadia upon regional economic growth are
investigated. The additional tax burden represented by the stadia are weighed against the
stadia’s contribution to regional economic growth.

NET EFFECT
OF FINANCE
PROPOSAL
The increase in the sales tax rate from 5.5 percent to 6.5 percent (0.5 percent to 1.5

percent for Hamilton County) will increase 1996 tax revenue by $98.7 million. Total
sales tax revenue collected by Hamilton County with the 6.5 percent rate will be $149

million.

The net effect of the increase in the sales tax rate coupled with a $41 million rollback

in property taxes is that each household in Hamilton County will face an additional
average tax burden of $31 per year for two new stadia, a new Jjail, expanded

expenditures for public safety services and residential housing programs, a reduction

in the real estate transfer tax, and a reduction in property taxes. When stadia-only

expenditures along with the property tax rollback are considered, there is a net gain to

Hamilton County households averaging $1 per year.

51ds

crease in Hamilton County revenue $98,704,228

Increase in sales tax burden to Hamilton County $51,521,801

Property tax relief to Hamilton County $40,962,255
Total burden to Hamilton County $10,559,547
Net burden per household per year h 31

Net benefit for stadia only expenditures $ 1
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If another proposal is adopted and a one half bercentage point increase in the sales tax

rate is used to finance Reds and Bengals stadia construction (70 percent of revenue)

and property tax reduction (30 percent of revenue), the net burden to Hamilton
County households wil]

Property tax relief to Hamilton County $14,805,634
Total burden to Hamilton County $11,351,588
Net burden per household per year $ 33

NET EFFECTS
BY RESIDENCE

Property tax abatement is estimated to tota] $4] million. The property tax relief wil]
be directed toward Hamilton County homeowners exclusively.

the region wil] pay 9 percent of the tax. The distribution of the sales tax burden is as
follows:

Distrib

$ Amount Percent
(millions) | of Tota]

Hamilton County Consumers $ 493 53%

Hamilton County Owners, Employees
and Shareholders of Hamilton County § 22 2%

Businesses
Greater Cincinnati, non-Hamilton ¥ 336 36%
County Residents R
Residents from Outside Greater $ 8.8 9%

Cincinnati

¢
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NET EFFECTS BY

INCOME LEVEL
The net effects by income level are determined by looking at two definitions of

income. Average lifetime income is considered because people move across
income classes over their lifetime. A young adult often starts out in a low
income class, then moves to a higher income class during middle age, and back
down to a low class when retirement is reached. Average lifetime income
accounts for expenditures that are based on a person’s income expectations, not
just their current income level. However, a more observable income measure,
current annual income, is also used to determine the impact of the sales tax on
current members of Hamilton County income groups.

The tax restructuring plan will decrease the tax burden for nearly all Hamilton County
homeowners. However, because they do not receive benefits from the property tax
rollback, all Hamilton County renters will face a higher tax burden. As a percentage of
their annual income, Hamilton County households in the lowest income groups will
face a higher tax burden than households in the higher income groups. However, when
average lifetime income is considered, the burden is relatively constant across income
levels. Because the probability of home ownership increases with income levels, 41
percent of those in the lowest income group will receive property tax relief, while 87
percent of households in the highest income group will face lower property tax
burdens.

STADIA

CONSTRUCTION
The construction of stadia for the Cincinnati Reds and the Cincinnati Bengals will

signify a one-time economic boon of over $1.1 billion for the Cincinnati region. On
average, this equals $1,537 per Greater Cincinnati household. Total estimated cost
for the stadia project is $520 million. An estimated $467 million in local spending is
projected to generate $663 million in additional economic activity for businesses and
households. Cincinnati households will gain a total of $373 million in the form of
earnings. To meet the increases in demand that will result across all industries in the
Cincinnati region, 18,461 jobs will be supported in all area industries.

IMPACT OF
NEW STADIA

The economic impact of the annual operations and visitor spending associated with
the two new stadia is estimated to be $296 million. Total spending in the local
economy as a result of new stadia operations and visitor spending is expected to
exceed $170 million. As a result, $91 million will enter the homes of area
households in the form of earnings. The projected number of jobs supported by the
new stadia is 6,883, a 20 percent increase from jobs supported currently by
Riverfront operations. These estimates are based on projections from Riverfront
spending and observations of new stadia.
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Economic
Total o
Local Spending $ $ 756,262,462 $ 170,673,193
Indirect Impact $ 69,233,207 $ 55,859,258 § 125,092,465
Total Economic Impact $ 183,643,937 § 112,121,721 § 295,765,657
Household Impact $ 56,530,354 $ 34,310,295 $ 90,840,648
Jobs 4,087 2,796 $ 6,883

ECONOMIC LOSS
DUE TO REDS
AND BENGALS
RELOCATION

In addition to attracting new spending into the area, the operations of the Reds and
Bengals teams keeps some spending from leaving the area. Many fans from cities
without professional sports come to Cincinnati for Reds and Bengals games. An
estimated $32 million would leave the Cincinnati area due to Cincinnati fans
traveling outside the region for sports games if the Reds and Bengals did not operate
in Cincinnati.

BENEFITS TO

INDUSTRIES

A number of Cincinnati industries will benefit significantly from the stadia. Hotels
and amusements top the list with over $162 million generated in that industry alone.
Riverfront stadium currently generates $133 million of business activity in the hotel
and amusements area. Real estate, retail trade, and food producers are also
impacted.

TAXIMPACTS

TOURISM

In total, the region will benefit from approximately $5.6 million each year in local
taxes generated directly by users of the stadia and visitors to the region. Currently,
$4.6 million in local taxes are collected from stadia related activities.

The total direct spending in the local economy by visitors amounts to over $45
million per year. On average, 50 percent of the Reds and Bengals patrons at each
game in Riverfront Stadium are from out-of-town. Thus, more than 1.6 million out-
of-town visitors come to Reds and Bengals games each year. This is nearly equal to
the total population of the Greater Cincinnati area. Among out-of-town fans, 23
percent stayed overnight in the Cincinnati area, and 59 percent went to a Cincinnati
area establishment either before or after the game. The total direct spending by
visitors with the operations of two new stadia is projected to total more than $56

million.
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Introduction

This report sets out to analyze economic effects of the financing, construction and operation of
two stadia for Cincinnati’s professional sports teams. The costs of public financing of the two
new stadia for the Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals will be compared with the effects of
the sports teams on regional economic growth. Part 1 focuses on the financing plan proposed by
Hamilton County. The effects of the sales tax increase coupled with a property tax reduction are
analyzed and discussed. In particular, the questions of “Who will pay for the stadia?” and “How
much will they pay?” are addressed. In Part 2, the economic impacts of stadia construction and
operation are considered. This section will demonstrate the contribution of the stadia to regional
economic growth. Finally in Part 3, other benefits of the stadia along with additional burdens
and benefits associated with maintaining Cincinnati as the home of the Reds and Bengals will be

considered.

About the Research

This research was conducted by the University of Cincinnati’s Center for Economic Education in
cooperation with the University’s Institute for Policy Research. Economic data and background
literature were collected and analyzed by the Center for Economic Education with help from
numerous agencies and firms both locally and nationally.] The Institute for Policy Research
(IPR) conducted more than 640 surveys of fans of the Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals2.
In addition, the IPR conducted a survey of automobiles in parking lots of shopping areas to
understand residence of consumers. Telephone interviews with numerous sports professionals
nationwide helped the research team provide an objective, unbiased analysis of the economic
effects of the proposed stadium plan.

; See Appendices V and VI for complete listing of data sources.
For a complete description of survey methodology and survey guide, see Appendices IIl and IV,

’
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1. SALES TAX PROPOSAL

The sales tax proposal being analyzed is an increase in the sales tax rate from 5.5 percent to 6.5
percent (the Hamilton County rate increases from 0.5 percent to 1.5 percent). The analysis of the
sales tax proposal is divided into two sections: the tax revenue that will be generated from the
new rate, and the issue of who will pay the sales tax.

A. Revenue Generated by the Sales Tax Proposal

An increase in the Hamilton County sales tax rate of one half percentage point will generate an
additional $49.4 million in tax revenues for the year 1996. If the rate increases one percentage
point (two half-cent increases are implemented), revenues will increase by $98.7 million.A The
percentage increase in the tax rate will not result in an equal percentage increase in revenue; with
the higher tax rate, there will be a modest decrease in sales of taxable goods. Tax revenues that
go to the State will actually fall since their tax rate (5%) is unchanged and there is some decrease
in quantity sold.

Studies show that with a one percent increase in the sales tax rate, tax revenues increase from
0.89 t0 0.98 percent.2 The difference depends on a number of factors, such as how much of the
tax is passed to consumers, the competitiveness of the economy, transportation costs to lower-tax
areas, the types of products taxed and consumer perceptions of tax differences. We assume that
the effect of a tax increase occurs somewhere in the middle -- a one percent increase in the tax
rate will increase tax revenue by 0.94 percent.3

! The superscript letters will guide the reader to technical notes located on page 29 in the back of the report.
2 See: Fisher, Ronald C.; 1980.

3 The total decrease in State tax revenues is estimated to be $4.8 million. The total increase in Hamilton County
Teceipts is estimated to be $98.7 million. Taken together, the increased tax burden is $93.9 million which is consistent
with 2 .94 percent increase for every one percent increase in the tax rate.

’
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1996 Total Sales Tax Revenue to Hamilton County

$160,000,000 $148,778,568
$140,000,000 | -
$120,000,000 $99,426,454

$100,000,000 |

580,000,000 - $50,074,340 :

$60,000,000 |

$40,000,000

$20,000,000

- RIS DA

0.5% 1.0% 1.5%
Tax Tax Tax
Rate Rate Rate

B. Who Pays the Sales Tax

In determining who will pay the Hamilton County sales tax, both the burden of the tax by
residence and by income level are considered. The areas of residence are: Hamilton County,
counties within the Cincinnati CMSA except Hamilton County, and residents outside of Greater
Cincinnati.4 Sales taxes are initially faced by consumers and businesses, but businesses shift
their part of the tax on to households (“indirect” taxes). It is assumed that the tax shift to
households occurs through two methods: by higher prices on goods and services (shift to
consumers) and by lower business profits or wages (shift to owners, employees and
shareholders).

I ANALYSIS OF THE BURDEN OF THE SALES TAX BY RESIDENCE

The burden of the sales tax by place of residence was determined by estimating the taxable goods
sold by Hamilton County retailers to Hamilton County residents.B Dividing this by total taxable
sales of Hamilton County businesses gives us the percentage of the sales tax that was paid by
Hamilton county residents.C All sales tax information was provided by Hamilton County and
the Ohio Department of Taxation.D

4 The Cincinnati CMSA consists of the following Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana counties: Ohio: Hamilton, Brown,
Butler, Warren, Clermont; Kentucky: Boone, Campbell, Kenton, Grang, Gallatin, Pendleton; Indiana: Dearborn and
Ohio.

’
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107,139
Use Tax Revenue 9,717,772
Services Tax Revenue 1,708,652
Other 638,568
Total 47,172,131

"Ratio of Hamilton Coun

Estimated Expenditures by Ha&ﬁlton County
Residents on Hamilton County Retail Goods: $ 2,564,980,436

Taxable Retail Sales in Hamilton County: $ 7,021,427,800

Ratio of Hamilton County Expenditures to
Hamilton County Sales: 37%

Expenditures by Hamilton County residents on Hamilton County retail goods are estimated at
$2.6 billion for 1994 -- 37 percent of the total amount of Hamilton County retail sales.

Taxes on retail goods account for 74 percent of the total sales taxes received by the County. The
remaining 26 percent includes use and services taxes, adjustments, assessments, fees and
refunds. Use and services taxes have the same tax rate as the retail sales tax in Hamilton County.
All use taxes, adjustments and assessments are paid by residents and businesses of Hamilton
County (included in use taxes are the sales of motor vehicles, which are taxed according to place
of residence).

Tax Hamilton Non-Hamilton Hamilton

Revenue Residents Residents Businesses
Retail Tax 3 12,824,502 $ 13,505,452 $ 9,942,338
Use Tax 3 7,288,329 $ - $ 1,263,890
Service Tax $ 624,183 $ 657,306 $ 427,163
Other $ 478,926 $ - $ 159,642
Total $ 21,216,341 $ 14,162,758 $ 11,793,033

In total, Hamilton County consumers pay 45 percent of the Hamilton County sales tax,
businesses pay 25 percent and non-Hamilton County consumers pay 30 percent. E



The Center for Economic Education 4
University of Cincinnati ‘

Initial Payment of the Hamilton County Sales Tax

Businesses

25% Hamilton
County
2 Residents
45%

Non-Hamilton
County
Residents
30%

The above signifies the direct taxes paid by the different economic units. We assume that
Hamilton County businesses ultimately pass all sales taxes to households. Specifically,
businesses shift 50 percent of the sales tax to consumers in the form of higher prices on goods
and services (this becomes the “indirect” tax faced by the consumer). An additional 25 percent
is exported out of the region where the burden of the tax is faced by non-Greater Cincinnati
consumers. The remaining 25 percent is passed on to business owners, employees and
shareholders.F This shifting process accounts for the following distribution:

Payment of the Tax After Shifting

Distribution of Tax to Consumers,
Owners, Employees and Shareholders
by Residence

CMSA, Non- (SR
Hamilton
County
36%

Hamilton
County
55%
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Results from an Automobile Survey at Area Shopping Centers

An analysis of the proportion of shoppers in area shopping centers by residence was completed.
Automobile license plates in parking lots and garages of a number of area shopping centers
throughout Hamilton County were tabulated. A mixture of large malls and shopping plazas both
downtown and in the suburbs were surveyed. The automobile license plate survey provides a
litmus test against the proportions of incidence cited in this report by revealing information about
the shopping characteristics of Hamilton and non-Hamilton County residents.

61%
77% 17% 6%
63.7% 24.3% 12.0%

These results are very much in accordance with our findings. The average number of Hamilton
County shoppers found in Hamilton County shopping centers is 64 percent. Although this is
above the findings stated earlier, the results are easily explainable. With the shorter driving
distance to shopping areas within their own county, Hamilton County residents will tend to go
shopping more often and purchase fewer items per trip. This increases the probability of seeing a
car from Hamilton County in a parking area, without suggesting that they actually purchase more
goods and services. Furthermore, the business purchaser is less likely to drive to shopping
centers than the non-business consumer.

Out of county shoppers found in Hamilton County consist predominantly of Butler, Clermont
and Kenton counties. There was a higher shopping presence of Kentucky shoppers in Downtown
Cincinnati compared to the other shopping areas. This testifies to the relationship between
residence and shopping location proximity. Similarly, Butler County residents who border
Forest Fair and Tri-County malls, have a much larger "mall" presence than in downtown or strip
malls. Clermont County residents have a relatively high presence in the strip malls of Hamilton
County that are in close proximity to eastern Cincinnati.G
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Summary of Sales Tax Incidence by Residence

Hamilton County consumers bear 53 percent of the Hamilton County sales tax, while Hamilton
County owners, employees and shareholders (OES) of Hamilton County businesses bear two
percent. Together, this yields $151 spent per household each year in additional sales taxes.

“Fotal " Percent of
Amount Paid Tax Paid

Hamilton County consumers' share $ 49,291,928 53%

Direct $ 42,250,224

Indirect $ 7,041,704
Hamilton County OES share $ 2,229,873 2%
Tax paid per Hamilton County household $ 151 55%
Non-Hamilton County share S 42,367,586 45%

ii. Analysis of the Burden of the Sales Tax by Income Level

The burden of the one percentage point increase in the Hamilton County sales tax rate may be
analyzed by looking at how different income groups spend their money on taxable items.
Information on the spending patterns of US households is gathered regularly by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics through its Consumer Expenditure Surveys (CES). The surveys use both
interview and diary methods, and reflect the most comprehensive estimates of household
expenditures from national samples of approximately 30,000 households.
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Income, Expenditures and Taxes

7 Average income level S27,951 | $43,053 | 5 90839
| |
| !
2 |Total sales taxes paid, 1994 $ 234|S 3631% 322[% 731 [$ 1,097
3 As a percent of total expenditures 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.9% 1.8%
4 As a percent of current income 3.5% 2.2% 1.9% 1.7% 1.2%
5 |Percent of total sales tax paid 8%| 12% 18% 25% 37%

Source: Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1994 US Datall

N

There are two main ways to approach the issue of how much income is spent on sales taxes. The
main difference between the two approaches is how income is defined. One approach defines
income as the average amount of money that is made by an individual over his or her lifetime.
By using this approach, we can analyze spending on taxable items in relation to a household’s
current income as well as their expected future income. The purpose of using this definition of
income is to account for the passage of individuals from one income group into another. A young
adult typically starts out in a low income class, then moves to a higher income class during
middle age, and back down to a low class when retirement is reached. Average lifetime income
accounts for expenditures that are based on a person’s income expectations, not just their current
income level. Total expenditures are used as a proxy for average lifetime income, because the
decision of how much to consume today depends on your past debt, your current income, and
what you perceive your future income to be. Therefore, your current consumption decisions
reflect your average lifetime income.l

The second approach defines income as money that is currently made by an individual. In using
this approach, we can analyze households’ spending on taxable items in relation to how much
money they earn in the current year.

Line 3 shows taxable expenditures as a percentage of total expenditures.) The burden of the
sales tax as a percentage of total expenditures is almost equally distributed among income
groups. Low-income groups spend 1.7 percent of their average lifetime income on taxable
goods, while the highest income groups spend 1.8 percent of their average lifetime income on
taxable goods.

Line 4 shows the result from using current income as the measure of income. The percentage of
current income spent on taxed items decreases as income increases. Therefore, toral sales taxes
paid as a percentage of current income also decreases as income increases; the lowest income
group spends 3.5 percent of their income on sales taxes, while the highest income group spends
1.2 percent of their income on sales taxes. High-income consumer units spend more money in
absolute terms than low-income units; the amount of sales taxes paid increases from $234 in the
lowest income group to $1,097 in the highest income group.

€D
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Summary of Tax Incidence By Income Group

Burden as a %

Burden as a %

Burden in terms

of average lifetime of current of absolute
income income amount
Total Sales Relatively constant across | Burden decreases | Burden increases
Tax Paid income levels (slightly lower | as income level as income level

for lowest income group) rises ~ rises

2. PROPERTY TAX PROPOSAL

Embodied within the stadia finance proposal is a property tax rollback that would be used to
reduce the Hamilton County residential tax burden. The economic impact of the increase in the
sales tax was revealed in the previous section, but this will not be the final effect on the
community. First, the effect of the decrease in property taxes of Hamilton County residents must
be determined.

The County proposes to reduce the property tax burden faced by Hamilton County homeowners
by 30 percent of the revenue received from a half percentage point sales tax rate increase, and 53
percent of the revenue received from another half percentage point sales tax rate increase.
According to the results found in this study, the total amount of tax revenue going to property tax
relief will be $41 million. The rollback will be applicable to owner occupied dwellings only,
meaning that non-residential property owners (both businesses and housing units constructed for
more than two families) will not receive any tax relief. All savings will be fully realized by
Hamilton County homeowners.

The following table shows that as income increases, home ownership increases and renting tends
to fall. Because the property tax rollback is not applicable to renters, higher income groups will
benefit considerably more from the tax break than low-income groups.

perty Owners
1 |Percentage homeowners 41%| 5% 59% —S7%
|
2 |Total property tax expenditures $ 3781% 4673 562]% 8225 1,606
3 As a percent of total expenditures 2.8%) 2.5% 2.1% 2.3% 2.8%
4 As a percent of current income 6.3%]| 3.2% 2.2% 2.0% 2.0%

Source: Consumer Expenditure Survey, 1991 US data.

Lines 3 and 4 show that as current income increases, the percentage of income spent on property
taxes decreases. As average lifetime income increases, the percentage spent on property taxes at
first decreases and then increases.
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The effect of the tax decrease according to income level can be extrapolated by measuring the
total percent of property taxes that are paid by each income group (see line 5). Members of the
lowest income group pay 10 percent of total residential property taxes in the US, and members of
the highest income group pay 42 percent of total residential property taxes. In the case of the
proposed rollback, 10 percent of the $41 million property tax relief will go to households in the
lowest income group, and 42 percent will be realized by households in the highest income group.

TProportion of burden of property max
6 |Rollback received from proposal: A
(millions of dollars) $ 40($ 50[ 85605 8895 172

42%

The effect of the property tax reduction on Hamilton County income groups is summarized as
follows:

Summary of Property Tax Incidence

Burden asa % Burden asa %  Burden in terms
of average lifetime of current of absolute
income income amount

Total Property | Relatively constant across | Burden decreases | Burden increases
Tax Paid income levels as income level as income level
rises rises

In total, approximately 58 percent of Hamilton County households will receive property tax
relief. On average, each of these households will benefit $207 per year in lower property taxes.

3. NET EcCONOmMIC EFFECT

The nature of the finance plan will lead to more than one possible outcome for Hamilton County
households. Therefore, three situations are considered. First, the total net effect of the entire
finance proposal is determined. This refers to two half-percentage point sales tax increases
which will be used for:

e the construction of two new stadia for the Cincinnati Reds and the Cincinnati Bengals

e areduction in property taxes totaling $41 million

° increased expenditures in technology, services and structures of local public safety services
and institutions

e increased expenditures for residential housing programs

e areduction in the real estate transfer tax

Second, the net burden to households for the portion that goes to construction of the Reds and
Bengals stadia and property tax reduction are considered. Third, the effect of a half percentage
point increase in the sales tax rate that is solely used for stadia construction and property tax

+
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reduction is estimated. Finally, Hamilton County households are divided into quintiles of
income, and the net effect of the entire finance plan for each income group, by property
ownership, is determined.

Total Net Effects
Each Hamilton County household will face an average additional tax burden of $31 per year for

two new stadia, a new jail, increased expenditures on public safety services and residential
housing programs, a reduction in the real estate transfer tax, and a reduction in property taxes.X

$51,521,801
Property tax relief to Hamilton County $40,962,255
Total burden to Hamilton County $10,559,547
Net burden per household per year b 31

Reds and Bengals Portion of Finance Plan

The stadium finance proposal analyzed in this report includes tax increases that are not stadia
related. It is estimated that the amount of the sales tax burden attributed to Reds and Bengals
stadia construction will be $32.7 million per year. When the burden of the construction along
with the $41 million in property tax relief (a total sales tax increase of $73.8 million) is
considered, Hamilton County households will experience a net benefit (or decreased burden) of
$1 per year. .

ilton County.Household

Increase in sales tax burden to Hamilton County | 511

Property tax relief to Hamilton County $40,962,255
Total benefit to Hamilton County $ 451,587
Net benefit per household per year $ 1
Net benefit to homeowners per year h 117

Net burden to renters per year by 119




beas

ot

Pan——i

The Center for Economic Education 11
University of Cincinnati

An Increase in the Sales Tax Rate of a 1/2 Percentage Point

It is possible that only one of the two proposed half-cent sales tax increases will go into effect. If
this is the case, it can be assumed that 70 percent of the sales tax will be allocated to Reds and
Bengals stadia construction and 30 percent will be budgeted for property tax relief. In total,
$46.7 million in additional sales tax burdens will be generated, of which $32.7 million will
contribute to stadia construction and $14.8 million to Hamilton County property tax relief.

Under these assumptions, Hamilton County residents will face a net burden of $33 per year.

Increase in sales tax burden t(;Harnilton County $26,157,222
Property tax relief to Hamilton County \ $ 14, 805 ‘634 \\
Total bufden to Hamilton County $ l‘lh,35 1,588
Net burden per household per year b 33

Effect on Hamilton County Residents by Income Group and-Property
Ownership

The tax restructuring plan will decrease tax burdens in every income group of homeowners with
the exception of homeowners in the second highest income group. The tax benefits gained by
homeowners as percentages of average lifetime and annual income decrease as income levels
mcrease In terms of absolute amounts, low income homeowners receive a larger net gain than

//

N t Effects:

Hamilton County quintiles of income in 1994 dollars. Extrapolated from 1989 Census data and adjusted for inflation.

Sales Tax Burden T—61 5 54 5 134 5 186 § 28T W@ 3
Property Tax Relief | \0\zSB{QERD § 3l S 7/0;@ $ 7)5\04-%' $ 289
Net Tax Benefit (Burdén) ~§ 83 § l\d\4 (T ) S 8
As a percentage of: :
Average Lifetime Income 0.24% 0.23% 0.05% 0.02% 0.01%
Current Income ~ 0.46% 0.22% 0.04% 0.02%  0.01%
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The tax restructuring plan will increase tax burdens in every income group of Hamilton County
renters -- because they do not receive a property tax rollback, the burden is higher than that of
homeowners. For renters, the burden as a percentage of average lifetime income is relatively
constant across income levels. The tax burden as a percentage of annual income decreases as
income increases: the lowest income group pays .8 percent of their income in additional taxes,
while the highest income group contributes .2 percent of their income to new taxes.

n Cou Inty. Renters by | incom Clas
Sales Tax Burden hY 61 § 94 § 134 % 186 § 281
Property Tax Relief 5 - 5 - A - b - F -
Net Tax Burden S 61 § 94 § 134 § 186 § 281
As a percent of:
Average Lifetime Income 0.44% 0.46% 0.47% 0.49% 0.47%
Current Income 0.82% 0.45% 0.37% 0.34% 0.18%

Hamilton County quintiles of income in 1994 dollars. Extrapolated from 1989 Census data and adjusted for inflation.

Property tax relief will only offset higher sales tax payments for Hamilton County homeowners;
Hamilton County renters in every income group will face higher tax burdens. Because the
probability of home ownership rises with income levels, 41 percent of those in the lowest income
group will receive property tax relief, while 87 percent of households in the ‘highest income
group will face lower property tax burdens.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This analysis examines the effects of constructing and operating two new professional sports
stadia. The analysis answers pertinent questions, such as:

o  What level of new total spending is generated within the economy?
e  What level of earnings, and how many jobs can be supported by the project?
e How much tax revenue will be generated?

An economic impact study measures a project’s total effect on the regional economy. This approach
requires understanding the nature and extent of stadia expenditures to calculate how they affect
overall business sales and household earnings in the larger region. Indirect spending also occurs as a
result of the stadia. For example, visitors to the stadia make purchases in the hotel and restaurant
industries among others. The dollars spent by the visitor represent revenue to the hotel, which in turn
makes purchases for cleaning supplies, bedding, maintenance, labor and other such items. This
process reflects the multiplier effect.

The economic impact analysis was performed using the Regional Input Output Modeling System
(RIMS II), developed by the Bureau of Economic Analysis at the U.S. Department of
Commerce.l The model utilizes projected expenditures for both construction and operation for
the stadium as well as potential spending by stadium visitors. The model uses a series of
multipliers to measure the economic impact of stadium spending on the entire Cincinnati
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA). For definitions utilized throughout this
report, see Appendix II.

The economic growth that will occur from the construction and operations of stadia will create
Jobs, increase business profits and household earnings, and increase local tax revenues. This
economic growth may then be compared with the economic burden that was determined in the
previous section. The following should be kept in mind when comparing burdens and benefits:

* All impact numbers (for Riverfront and the new stadia) are estimated in terms of 1996
dollars.2 This is directly comparable to the results of the tax section which are in
1996 dollars.

e The multiplier model estimates the total increase in economic growth that will occur
from each year of spending, but it does not estimate over what time period the growth
will take place. In general, all impacts will be felt in the Cincinnati economy over a
one to three year period.

1 Fora complete description of the methodology, refer to Appendix I.
2 The inflation rate from 1995 to 1996 is estimated as 3.2 percent. Source: Economic Report of the President, 1995.

[
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o Every household in the region will feel the impacts of the tax burden and economic
growth differently. The comparison presented here is a general one, assuming an
equal distribution of burdens and growth across households.

2. EconNowmic GROWTH FROM NEW STADIA CONSTRUCTION

The construction of new stadia for the Cincinnati Reds and the Cincinnati Bengals will create a
one-time economic boon of over $1.1 billion for the Cincinnati region. The analysis of the
impact of construction expenditures is based on a report submitted by the Regional Stadium Task
Force in August 1995. The report listed four alternatives for meeting the changing needs of the
Reds and Bengals teams. Of these, the Task Force recommended one path to pursue: the
construction of a new “baseball-only” stadium in Downtown Cincinnati for the Cincinnati Reds,
and the total reconstruction of the existing Riverfront Stadium site for the Bengals.

Total project cost is estimated at $520 million. Projected cost of building a new Reds Stadium is
estimated at $160 million, while the reconstruction of the existing Riverfront Stadium for the
Bengals is approximately $170 million.3 Additional costs will be incurred for parking facilities
and infrastructure improvements. The construction projects involve three major components:
construction or reconstruction of the stadia, construction and repair of parking garages and lots,
and infrastructure improvements. The project will take between 30 and 33 months to complete.

Of the $520 million required for the project, $467 million will be directly spent in the local
Cincinnati area. This spending is projected to generate $663 million in additional economic
activity for businesses and households. Area households will gain a total of $373 million in the
form of earnings. In order to meet the increases in demand that will result agross all industries in
the Cincinnati CMSA, 18,461 jobs will be supported both directly in construction related
industries and indirectly in other industries. I rotal, the economy of Greater Cincinnati will
experience an impact of over §1.1 billion from the construction of the new stadia for the
Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals.

Direct Spending  § $ 800,

Local Spending $§ 367,110,000 § 68,310,000 S 32,400,000 $ 467,820,000
Indirect Impact § 525,481,254 § 01,890,612 § 45,466,920 § 662,838,786
Total Economic Impact  § 892,591,254 § 160,200,612 § 77,866,920 $ 1,130,658,786
Household Earnings $ 296,331,192 § 52,113,699 § 24,782,760 § 373,227,651
Jobs 14,648 2,582 1,231 18,461

3 Whether the Riverfront Stadium is reconstructed for the Bengals or a new stadium is built will not significantly
affect the estimates. The most important consideration is total project cost.

.
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The construction industry itself will be the largest benefactor of this spending, with over $467
million generated. Nearly $62 million is generated from business services, which includes such
industries as: advertising, mailing, duplicating, maintenance, equipment rental and leasing,
personnel and computer and data processing. Producers and distributors of durable goods for
construction stand to benefit from stadia investment.

Top Ten Industries Affected by Stadia Construction

New Construction $ 467,820,000
Business Service $ 61,939,368
Retail Trade § 58,898,538
Real Estate $ 52,582,968
Fabricated Metal $ 52,395,840
Wholesale Trade $ 50,243,868
Transportation $ 30,314,736
Primary Metal $ 30,034,044
Stone, Clay and Glass $ 27,039,996
Food and Tobacco $ 26,899,650

3. Econowmic GROWTH FROM NEW STADIA

This section estimates the economic growth generated from the proposed Reds and Bengals
stadia. The economic impact is based on projections of spending which are based on an
extensive analysis of Riverfront Stadium. In addition, results of the Oriole Park experience, the
Cleveland Indians experience at Jacob’s Field and league averages are used to determine
possible changes in expenditures that may occur with new stadia.

A. Highlights of Riverfront Stadium

Part V of this report contains a detailed analysis of the economic impact of Riverfront Stadium.
Because projections of two new stadia are based on information found in the Riverfront analysis,
a few highlights of this section will be offered here.

The economic impact generated by stadia stem from two main components: operations spending
and visitor spending. Operations spending refers to the daily spending that must take place to
keep the stadium and its tenants operating. Included in this component is spending on stadium
management (currently, this is done by the City of Cincinnati), the Cincinnati Reds and Bengals
franchises, and concessionaires. For Riverfront Stadium, operations spending in 1995 was
nearly $98 million. This direct spending created an additional $57 million in the Cincinnati
economy, generating a total impact of $155 million.

The other way economic growth is induced by a sports stadium is through visitor spending in the
local economy. This report only includes spending by out-of-town persons when determining
household spending associated with Riverfront and new stadia. This has the strongest impact
because it is money that is coming from outside the region. The effect of Cincinnati’s sports
teams on local fan spending has some impact, but much of it only alters where and how the local

:
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money is spent. Therefore, only the impact generated from new money coming into the
economy is considered.

A fan survey conducted by the Institute for Policy Research found that 50 percent of Reds and
Bengals fans hail from outside the Greater Cincinnati area. This provides a significant injection
of new money into Cincinnati’s economy. In addition to this, visiting teams, officials, media and
patrons of other stadium events also contribute to the “visitors” impact. In total, visitors who
came into the region because of Riverfront Stadium spent $45 million in 1995, generating an
economic impact of $90 million.

Together, Riverfront Stadium operations and visitor spending created a total economic impact of
$245 million in 1995. Direct spending associated with Cincinnati Reds (including spending by
the franchise, visiting teams, media and fans as well as the Reds’ portion of the concessions and
stadium management budget) contributed $158 million (65%) to the tota] impact, while the
Bengals created an impact of $77 million (31% of the total).

TR—————

Operatior < Total

797,999257  § 45,243,656 $ 143,242.9]3
Indirect Impact $ 57,008,479 $ 44,692,823 § 101,701,301
Total Economic Impact $ 155,007,736 S 89,936,479 § 244,944,215
Household Earnings $ 48,709,620 $ 27503201 § 76,212,821
Jobs $ 3,533 § 2,224 § 5,757

B. The Economic Impact of New Stadia

The potential economic impact of the proposed stadium can be estimated based on: (a) our
understanding of the impact of new stadia in other cities, such as Baltimore, (b) the impact of
Riverfront Stadium o Cincinnati, and (c) the loss due to local fan spending outside Cincinnati.
i. Case Study: Oriole Park

The changes observed in Baltimore’s economy as a result of Oriole Park have been analyzed in a
study done by the Baltimore City Department of Planning. This report, “The Economic Impact
of Oriole Park at Camden Yards”, sheds some light as to what new stadia in Cincinnati may
bring. The baseball season at Camden Yards began in 1992. Prior to this, Memorial Stadium,
which was located outside of downtown Baltimore, was the Oriole’s home.

When the new stadium opened, annual local attendance in Baltimore rose by 5 00,000, while out-
of-town visitors to the park more than doubled. The Baltimore Department of Planning estimates
that 35 percent of all fans combined their trip to the ball park with other downtown activities,
generating over $14 million. In addition, fan spending had doubled since the building of the
stadium. Other highlights of the study are listed below.

® More than 3.4 million fans attended Oriole Park in 1992, Attendance by out-of-town patrons
increased 76 percent between 1991 and 1992. The largest increase was in out-of-town fans
who were from outside the Baltimore or Washington areas.
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e Downtown tourism in Baltimore increased by 12 percent in 1992 solely due to Camden
Yards.

e In 1992, nearly one half of the $46.1 million spent by out-of-town ball game patrons took
place in Downtown Baltimore. The number of persons who took guided tours of the new
ballpark totaled 14,200.

e Approximately 35 percent of all Orioles fans visited Downtown establishments before or
after the game. The study states, “At least five recently-opened Downtown restaurants, bars
and sports-related emporiums have said that the new ballpark was the determining factor in
their location decision.” Around 80 percent of all pre- and post-game stops occurred in the
Downtown area (compared to 31% in Cincinnati and 37% in Pittsburgh).

e Downtown garages took in $1.3 million in ball game-generated parking revenues in 1992.

e Downtown hotels received the business of 56 percent of the fans staying overnight. Hotels
experienced a 21 percent increase in discretionary room demand in the summer of 1992
compared to the summer of 1991.

¢ Attendance at other recreational establishments, such as the National Aquarium and the
Maryland Science Center went up an average of 5.6 percent on game days in 1992.

e Out-of-stadium spending increased 144 percent from the 1991 Memorial Stadium level
($21.6 million) to the 1992 Oriole Park level ($52.8 million).

¢ Total stadium-related spending downtown increased from $8.4 million t6 $30.2 million.
Stadium-related spending in the suburbs increased from $8.4 million to $14.8 million.

ii. The Economic Impact to Greater Cincinnati from Two New Stadia

Based on the results of the Oriole Park experience, the Cleveland Indians experience at Jacob’s
Field, and league averages, this study estimates that the economic impact of the annual
operations of two new stadia will be $296 million. This represents a 21 percent increase over
the impact of Riverfront Stadium.

Of this, a total of $91 million will go to households in the form of wages and earnings. In
addition, the number of jobs supported in Greater Cincinnati will be 6,883, a 20 percent increase
from jobs supported by current Riverfront operations. The stadia will contribute to economic
activity throughout the Greater Cincinnati region, in the form of jobs, profits and sales in all
industries.
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Total Economic Impact of N dia Operations
T  Category T R Impact
. Stadium Management K 32,446,161
Reds Operations $ 81,740,547
Bengals Operations $ 62,373,702
Sports Services $ 7,083,527
Visiting Fans $ 88,597,918
Visiting Teams and Officials 5 9,114,168
Visiting Media $ 4,842,771
Other Event Visitors $ 9,566,863
Total Economic Impact $ 295,765,658
Number of Jobs Supported - 6,883

To estimate the future impact of stadia operations, a number of assumptions were made:

e  With two new stadia, expenditures for stadium operations would increase by 50 percent.
* The Cincinnati Reds’ operating expenditures would increase by 12 percent from $18.5
million to $20.7 million.4

* The Cincinnati Bengals operating expenditures would increase from $17 million to the
League average of $19 million.5 -

* Concession expenditures would increase 60 percent due to an additional location, more game
patrons, and more concession booths throughout the stadia.

* The impact of visiting teams, officials, media and visitors for other stadia events remain the same.

For visitor spending, the following assumptions were made:

® The new baseball stadium will reach 80 percent of capacity throughout the season. This
implies that attendance per game will average 38,000 rather than 33,000.6

e The new football stadium will reach 95 percent of capacity throughout the season. This
implies 66,000 patrons per game rather than 55,000.7

4The increase in operating expenses account for additional payroll spending (excluding player’s salaries) and other
additional spending which originates from the new stadia’s higher revenues.
5 Data (in 1994 dollars) on league average in operating expenditures (excluding player’s salaries) is from Financial
World, May 1995, p. 50

Currently, the capacity at Reds’ games is 59 percent. However, the capacity at Riverfront for baseball games is
56,668, whereas the new basebal] park will have total capacity between 45,000 and 50,000.
7 Currently, the Bengals achieve 90 percent of capacity at Riverfront, where capacity is 60,389. Based on league
averages a new football stadium will have an estimated total capacity of 70,000.

b,
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e Fan spending will increase 15 percent.8 This estimate is based on fan spending measured in
Baltimore both before and after the new stadium was built.

e The percentage of fans who come into the area from out-of-town remains constant at 50
percent.9

The breakdown of daily operations by stadium management, the Cincinnati Reds, the Cincinnati
Bengals, and stadium concessions results in $114 million in direct local spending. This spending
will generate an economic impact of $183 million.

Economic Impact - Total Operatio

Local Spendihg $ 1”14,4 110‘,

Indirect Impact $ 69,233,207
Total Economic Impact § 183,643,937
Household Impact $ 56,530,354
Jobs $ 4,087

The increase in the number of visitors coming to Reds and Bengals games, along with a 15
percent increase in their expenditures, will result in $56 million of direct spending in the Greater
Cincinnati region. This supports 2,796 jobs and contributes over $34 million in wages and
earnings to area households. In total, $112 million in economic activity will be generated from
out-of-town visitors in Cincinnati due to stadia related activities.

Ec

Indirect Impact 55,859,258
Total Economic Impact 112,121,721
Household Impact 34,310,295
Jobs 2,796

The impacts of the Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals have also been estimated. Direct
spending by the Reds and their visitors, with a new stadium, will total approximately $110
million in 1996 dollars. This creates an economic impact of $192 million. This direct spending
also supports 4,474 jobs. With their renovated stadium, the Bengals will generate $53 million in
direct spending, creating an impact of $92 million. This will support 2,134 jobs.

If the total economic benefit of $296 million could be distributed evenly among Greater
Cincinnati households, each household would receive $402 for each year the stadia are
operating.

8 A fan survey study was conducted on Baltimore Oriole fans when Oriole Park opened in 1992. It was determined
that fan spending before and after the game increased 73 percent with the opening of the new park; spending per capita
went from $8.84 to $15.30. With a 15 percent increase in fan spending in Cincinnati, spending per capita for Reds
fans will go from $12.84 to $14.77, and for Bengals fans from $16.12 to $18.54.

9 The Camden Yards study found that out-of-town visitors increased 76 percent, to 46 percent of all fans from out-of-
town.

i
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iii. Potential Loss Due to Local Fan Spending Outside Cincinnati

Just as new money is coming into the economy from visiting teams, media and fans, we should
be aware of the potential loss to the Cincinnati economy if Cincinnatians go outside of the region
for sports spectatorship.

The potential economic loss to Cincinnati without the Reds and Bengals may be measured by
demonstrating the reduction in local spending by Cincinnati area sports fans on professional
sports. Without the Bengals and the Reds, some Cincinnati fans would likely travel to other
cities to attend games. Although the number of fans who would leave the area cannot be
predicted precisely, it may be estimated by looking at the percentage of fans from nearby
metropolitan areas without major league sports teams who attend games in Cincinnati.

According to surveys, approximately 10 percent of all fans surveyed by IPR originate from the
Dayton area, while 5 percent of current Reds and Bengals fans hail from Columbus. Columbus
sports fans presumably divide their attention between two nearby sports cities, Cleveland and
Cincinnati. Using regional population counts, the percentage of population who would leave the
city for a professional sports contest can be estimated.10

Based on the IPR survey, visitors spend more per game than local residents. Thus, when
Cincinnatians travel to sporting events outside the region, they are spending more money than
they do at sporting events within the region. In order to spend more money outside of the region,
the fans must be cutting back on expenditures within the Cincinnati area, resulting in a negative
economic impact.

Since average per game spending both inside and outside the park (for visitors) is $33.16
(including ticket), baseball fans would spend $12,113,007 each year rooting for teams in other
cities. Meanwhile, fan spending per football game by visitors is $59.96. Annual losses due to
Cincinnati football fans leaving the city would be an estimated $3,835,953. Combined,
$15,948,960 of annual spending would leave the Cincinnati economy due to fans traveling to
other cities. The economic impact of this loss represents over $32 million in regional economic
activity.

Local Spen mgv h

Indirect Impact $ 16,091,486
Total Economic Impact $ 32,036,125
Household Eamings $ 9,337,781
Jobs 762

' Based on the example of Dayton and Columbus, we may assume that for each game an average of .24 percent of
Cincinnati area residents would leave the city to attend a baseball game in another city; and, approximately .34 percent
of Cincinnati residents would leave the area to attend a professional football contest. In 1995, the Cincinnati CMSA
population was approximately 1,879,220. An estimated 4,510 Cincinnati baseball fans would leave the area per game
and 6,389 Cincinnati residents would leave the city to attend a football game.

‘
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1. OTHER EcoNoOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

The presence of Riverfront Stadium is responsible for contributing to area taxes, which may be
spent to support other services. In addition, Reds and Bengals revenues may show up in the
form of unidentifiable investments in the local area that also generate a regional impact. Still
other economic considerations are worthy of discussion to describe the role of the stadium in the
Greater Cincinnati community. The downtown location, the ability of the stadia to generate
tourism, and the stadium’s role in providing economic opportunity for area businesses all must
be weighed in assessing the impact of Cincinnati’s professional sports teams.

A. Taxes

Local tax receipts are affected by the presence of the Riverfront Stadium and the activities that
take place there. If constructed, the new stadia would continue to contribute to the economic tax
base. This section takes into account tax receipts of the local governments that are a direct result
of stadium activities. Today, the region benefits from $4.6 million each year in tax receipts
generated by users of the stadium and visitors to the region.

Visiting fans, teams and media for Reds and Bengals games, along with visiting patrons of other
stadium events, contribute to local taxes through the motel tax and the sales tax. In addition to
visitors” spending on taxable food and retail items outside of the stadium, all in-stadium
spending that is taxable is also considered. In 1994, Riverfront visitor and stadium spending
added over $200,000 annually to the County coffer through sales taxes. Cincinnati visitors who
stay overnight after attending a stadium activity added $264,000 to the City of Cincinnati’s tax
receipts.

The City of Cincinnati receives a significant amount of revenue from the sale of stadium tickets.
The City receives $.25 on every ticket sold plus an admissions tax equal to three percent of the
price of the ticket. Together, the use and admissions tax contribute over $1.9 million to the City
of Cincinnati.

In addition, the City receives income tax revenue from the Reds and Bengals employees, stadium
employees, and concession workers. The City receives a total of $2.3 million in income taxes

directly from stadium-related employment.

Regional Riverfront Stadium Tax Revenues (1996 Dollars)

Motel Tax 3% City of Cincinnati | $ 264,852
Admissions 3% City of Cincinnati | $ 1,124,927
Use Tax $.25 per ticket |City of Cincinnati | $ 801,565
Sales Tax 0.5% Hamilton County | § 203,892
City Income Tax 2.1% City of Cincinnati | § 2,256,625
Total S 4,651,862
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New Stadia Tax Estimates

The nature of the leases and contracts has yet to be determined for the new stadia proposal.
However, it can be surmised that tax revenues from stadia-related activity would remain an
important contribution to the regional tax base. Tax receipts have been determined with the
assumptions that the Hamilton County tax rate increases to 1.5 percent, per capita fan spending
increases 15 percent, and city income tax receipts from stadia-activity remain constant. Using
these assumptions, stadia related tax receipts increase 21 percent. This analysis hinges on the
notion that no significant changes would be made in the way taxes are collected by stadium users
and tenants. This estimate provides a baseline figure from which tax revenues  may be
understood in the stadia-planning process.

Mote ity of Cincinnati | $ 540436
Admissions 3% City of Cincinnati | $ 1,297,541
Use Tax $.25 per ticket |City of Cincinnati | $ 948,974
Sales Tax 1.5% Hamilton County | § 605,203
City Income Tax 2.1% City of Cincinnati | § 2,256,625
Total S 5,648,778

It is also of interest to consider the effect that the economic impact of the construction and
operations of two new stadia would have on tax receipts. With a 21 percent increase in business
activity, tax revenue collected by both the County and the State will increase once the stadia are
operating. The $1.1 billion of business activity created from the construction project will also
contribute significantly to local tax revenues.

B. Franchise Revenues

Total revenues for Cincinnati’s sports teams in 1994 was an estimated $45.2 million for the
Cincinnati Reds and $54 million for the Bengals. Both teams fell below the respective league
averages. For Major League Baseball teams, average total revenues were $60.2 million, while
National] Football League teams average slightly higher at $61.8 million.

Although gate receipts represent a significant source of revenues for the sports, a growing
dependence on media revenues has been the trend among professional baseball and football
clubs in the last decade. For the Cincinnati Bengals, media revenues increased from 57 percent
to 69 percent in three years. The Cincinnati Reds, however, have recently experienced an
increase in gate receipts as a primary source of revenue. Stadium revenues include sales of
concessions, parking, and other game-day purchases controlled by the teams. These tend to be
more important for baseball than for football clubs.

Cincinnati Bengals 1991 29% 5%
SRR ] 004 A 24% DY

Cincinnati Reds 1991 "5% 50% 11%
e 3 4 Sl 3 Feln e s 16%

Source: Financial World, July 7, 1992 and May 9, 1995. Note: 1994 data assumes entire season played.
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The sale of broadcast rights is a major source of revenue for the Reds and Bengals. For the Reds,
media revenue comprised 27 percent of total revenues earned in 1994 and would have comprised
an estimated 34 percent of total revenues had the season played to completion. The numbers for
football are even more impressive. An estimated 69 percent of all Bengal revenues generated
came from broadcasts in 1994.

A national trend among baseball and football franchises is the growing reliance on the sale of
stadium boxes and club seats. On average, professional teams sell their boxes to firms for
$91,000 annually. In addition, the sale of special club seats increases the revenues for teams.
Club seats, which often involve luxurious seating, catering, and special access features, are sold
for an average of $2,200 per year.

1994 Revenues by Source

Cincinnati Bengals Cincinnati Reds*

$37.4

$15.2

$13.1

7o
$1.0525

'BEMedia Revenues EGate Receipts
;@ Stadium Revenues [JOther

Source: Financial World, May 9, 1995, Note: Media Revenues include national and local TV, cable, and radio. These
figures are based on data from the strike season, but assume total revenues if an entire season had been completed.
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Total revenues of other teams with new stadia have increased significantly. In gate receipts
alone, Baltimore and Cleveland boosted their revenues during the years in which their respective
stadia opened. The Cleveland Indians sold more tickets before opening day than all of 1993.

Gate Receipts (millions)

1991 17.1 19.0 9.5
1992 15.9 30.6* 11.6
1994 19.8 37.6 35.2%

Source: Financial World;, * indicates new stadium opened this year.
C. The Stadia and Regional Economic Development

The existing stadia may also affect other aspects of Cincinnati’s economy. As with other cities,
the stadium proposal perceives the stadia as one part of a broader downtown redevelopment
picture. The example of Baltimore’s Camden Yards complex illustrated the benefits of this
approach. In addition to contributing to the revitalization of Downtown Cincinnati, the stadia
serve as a tourism generator and thus fit into a broader regional development plan. In addition,
the stadia create employment for individuals and generate business for area firms.

Downtown Cincinnati

The planned location of the stadia in Downtown Cincinnati may add to the city’s character and
provides a sense of place for area residents. Riverfront Stadium currently contributes to the
health of Downtown businesses. Each year, an estimated 3.2 million people ‘go Downtown to
watch a Bengals or Reds game or attend another stadium event. An estimated 46 percent of Reds
fans and 16 percent of Bengals fans visit Downtown Cincinnati establishments either before or
after the game (or both). In contrast, nearly 80 percent of all pre and post-game spending in
Baltimore took place downtown.

The Stadia and Tourism

Riverfront Stadium is a major tourist attraction downtown. On average, 50 percent of the Reds
and Bengals patrons at each game in Riverfront Stadium are from out-of-town. Thus, over 1.6
million out-of-town visitors come to Reds and Bengals games each year. This is nearly equal to
the total population of the Greater Cincinnati area. Of the out-of-town fans, 23 percent stayed
overnight in the Cincinnati area, and 59 percent went out before or after the game. The $33
million in direct spending in the local economy by non-local fans generated an economic impact
of $66 million in 1995. The potential for two new stadia to attract tourists from outside the
region is great.

Stadia and Regional Growth

Robert Baade is an economist who is well known for his work linking stadia construction and
renovation with metropolitan area economic growth. He warns that the presence of stadia and
sports franchises in metropolitan areas may not significantly contribute to aggregate income in
an area.
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Baade states that economic activity associated with stadia-related spending is often not new
money coming into the economy, rather, it is a diversion of spending from one form of leisure
activity within that region to another. Thus, while the economy of the immediate area
surrounding the stadium may improve, another area in the same region may decline.

The critical question is how much new money comes into the region. Since 50 percent of game
attendees come from outside of the Greater Cincinnati area, there is a large inflow of spending
by out-of-town media, visiting teams, officials and visitors for other stadium events. In this case,
Riverfront Stadium contributes more than $45 million of new money into the economy.

Other Implications

Riverfront Stadium and its tenants, the Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals, contribute to the
survival of 2 number of industries region-wide. In addition to restaurants, hotels and retailers,
many others base their livelihoods on the presence of the stadium. When questioned, managers
from several local sports bars agreed that televised Reds and Bengals games “bring in the
crowds.” According to one assistant manager at a downtown establishment, business increases
"tremendously...it about doubles." Another bar owner agrees, adding that division and
conference games especially bring in a "packed house." Other industries flourish due to the
presence of the professional sports teams:

¢ Downtown Cincinnati parking lots and garages receive some of their best business on game
days.

e The professional sports teams in Cincinnati have contributed to the size and reputation of
Cincinnati’s sports medicine industry.

e The local steel company hired by the City of Cincinnati to oversee stadium changeovers
twice each year may not find it profitable in Cincinnati without stadium business.

o Ticket agents handling special events benefit from the stadium.
e Limousine companies and cab drivers enjoy improved business on game days.

e Local broadcast crews hired by visiting city stations benefit from the added activity.

D. Affordability of Professional Sports

The fan survey of the Cincinnati Reds and Bengals revealed that the average income of fans
surveyed was $56,000. The average family income of Hamilton County residents is
approximately $53,771. Both ticket prices and in-stadium expenses mean that some families do
not consider activities at stadia as one of their recreation alternatives. This is one reason that
there are at least eight consumer groups in the U.S. focusing on rising ticket prices and costs
associated with sporting events.

The question of affordability may be raised again as stadium officials propose construction of
additional boxes and luxury seats. Will an increased emphasis on luxury and box seating
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increase the price of general admission tickets? Some have argued that luxury seats may
decrease the availability of regular seats and thus raise their price. Others demonstrate that an
increase in the number of fans paying for premium seats could make the cost of games cheaper
and increase availability for the general admission seats. Although teams like the Cincinnati
Reds and Bengals have kept in-stadium prices and ticket prices below the average prices charged
by other teams, the issue will continue to be important for a number of County residents.

2. HiGHLIGHTS AND COMPARISONS: THE NET EFFECTS OF
PROEESSIONAL SPORTS AND SPORTS STADIA IN THE CINCINNATI

COMMUNITY

Highlights and Comparisons

The net cost of the finance plan, including two new stadia, a new jail, increased expenditures on
public safety services and a residential housing program, is $31 per household per year for
Hamilton County residents and $85 per household for other Greater Cincinnati residents. The
average cost per Greater Cincinnati household is $60 per year.

The net gain to Hamilton County households from financing only the construction of the stadia,
with a $41 million property tax roll-back, is §1 per year.

Almost all Hamilton County homeowners will experience a lower overall tax burden. Hamilton
County renters will be faced with a higher tax burden. The tax burden as a percent of average
lifetime income is relatively constant across income levels. As a percent of current income the
tax burden decreases as income level rises. In absolute terms, the burden increases as the

income level rises.

While the effect on regional growth of constructing and operating the two new stadia will be
positive, not every household will feel the same effect. The transfer of spending toward stadia-
related activities and away from other activities could negatively impact some households.

Stadia construction will generate a one-time economic impact of $1.1 billion of economic
growth in Greater Cincinnati -- this amounts to $1,537 per Greater Cincinnati household.

The economic impact of the annual operations and visitor spending of the two new stadia are
estimated to be $296 million, a 21 percent increase in the impact of Riverfront stadium. This
translates into $402 per Greater Cincinnati household per year.

More than 1.6 million out-of-town visitors attend Reds and Bengals games each year. This is
nearly equal to the total population of Greater Cincinnati. These visitors directly spend more
than $45 million in the Greater Cincinnati region due to stadium-related activities. The estimate
for visitor spending with two new stadia is more than $56 million, a 24 percent increase.

Out-of-town stadium visitors currently contribute $4.6 million to the local government in taxes.
This contribution will increase 21 percent to $5.6 million with the proposed plan.

L
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Currently, Riverfront-related spending supports $76 million in local earnings. With two new
stadia, this will increase to $91 million -- a 19 percent increase.

Riverfront-related spending supports 5,757 local jobs. With two new stadia, the number of jobs
will increase to 6,883 -- 2 20 percent increase.

Each year, an estimated 3.2 million people go downtown to watch a Reds or Bengals game or
attend another stadium event.

If the Reds and Bengals left town, more local residents would attend ball games outside of the
region. The economic loss due to the exodus of this spending would total $32 million each

season.

Conclusions

The construction, operations and visitor spending associated with the stadia will have a large
economic impact on the region. Stadia construction will generate $1.1 billion of economic
growth which amounts to $1,537 per Greater Cincinnati household. The annual economic
impact of the operations and visitor spending associated with the two new stadia are estimated to
be $296 million, which is $402 per household. Out-of-town spending will contribute $112
million to economic growth. 18,461 Jjobs will be associated with the construction of the stadia
and 6,883 jobs will be associated with stadia operations and visitor spending.

The cost of the project is estimated at $520 million. To finance the project annual tax burdens
will increase approximately $31 per Hamilton County household and $85 per Cincinnati area
(but non-Hamilton County) household. While the total increase in economic activity far
outweighs the tax burden, the two are not directly comparable. A dollar increase in economic
activity does not offset a dollar increase in tax burden. Furthermore, the benefits and costs of the
stadia project accrue to households differently. -

This study focused on economic impacts that were measurable. There are other positive and
negative consequences that were not considered. The final comparison of the costs and benefits
of the stadia project will depend on the individual’s personal assessment of the value of job
creation and economic development in the region, of having the Reds and Bengals in the area
(and the likelihood they would leave without new stadia), and of possible other effects such as
downtown development, more appealing living environment, etc., compared to the increased tax
burden and other costs associated with the project.
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AREVENUE GENERATED BY THE SALES TAX PROPOSAL

e 1996 sales tax projections for the 5.5% tax rate were provided by the Hamilton
County Administrator’s Office.

e  From Fisher's study of the District of Columbia, he finds that after accounting for
both higher prices and the ability for marginal county residents to travel to a lower-
tax area, the revenue elasticities with respect to the general tax rate range from .89 to
1.

e  This elasticity is a lower bound because he assumes that the taxes are fully passed on
to consumers. If they were not fully passed on, revenue from the sales tax would be
higher.

e  Assuming that there is no loss of sales at the border (either because the tax is not
fully passed on or because travel costs are greater than the tax differential saving)
revenue increases by 197%. This yields an increase in revenue of $93 million
(elasticity is .98). Note that revenue does not increase by the full amount (200%)
because part of the sales tax revenue is not dependent on the sales tax rate. This
represents the upper bound.

o  With revenue elasticities ranging from .89 to .98, we can assume Hamilton County
is somewhere in the middle with an elasticity of .9375.

s  The decrease in quantity sold affects the tax revenue of both the County and the
State. The proportion lost by the State is equal to the ratio of their portion of the tax
(5%) to the total tax rate (6.5%) multiplied by the value of the decrease in quantity
sold (§6,259,293). This yields a loss in revenue of $4.8 million. The portion lost by
the County is the decrease in quantity sold multiplied by (1.5/6.5).

B ANALYSIS OF THE BURDEN OF THE SALES TAX BY RESIDENCE

When determining the distribution of the tax by place of residence and income
class, it is assumed that prices faced by consumers will increase by the same
amount as the tax increase. In other words, the burden of the sales tax is placed
on consumers. This assumption leads to an overstatement of the burden faced
by consumers, and an understatement of the burden faced by owners, employees
and shareholders of Hamilton County businesses. If retailers along the borders
of Hamilton County do not increase prices to the full extent of the tax increase,
the lower profit will eventually be felt by owners, employees and shareholders
of the business.

Determining Hamilton County Resident Expenditures on Taxable Goods

e Data on consumer expenditures comes from the Bureau of Labor Statistics'
Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES). The most recent data for expenditure
patterns of residents of the Cincinnati CMSA are from 1991 (the CES does not
provide data on the county level). However, the expenditure patterns of
consumer units in the Midwest are as recent as the third quarter of 1994. Given
this, two things were done: Hamilton County expenditures were linked to the
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Cincinnati CMSA and Midwest data, and Hamilton County expenditures for
1994 were determined.

Consumer Units and Total and Taxable Expenditures

e It is assumed that the expenditure patterns of Hamilton County residents mimic
those of the Cincinnati CMSA as a whole. Because the CES data are expressed
in a "consumer unit" measure, the annual expenditures for Cincinnati and
Hamilton County residents are identical. However, to determine total
expenditure by Hamilton County residents, the number of consumer units in
Hamilton County must be determined.

e In order to determine the number of consumer units in Hamilton County, the
ratio of consumer units in the CMSA in 1990 to the total CMSA population in
1990 was calculated. This ratio is .41 (consumer units represent 41% of total
individual population). Assuming the ratio of consumer units to population is
constant across time and constant across all counties within the CMSA, the
number of consumer units in Hamilton county is 41 percent of its total
population. This yields 354,086 consumer units in Hamilton County for the
year 1990, and 357,079 in 1994,

e By multiplying the number of consumer units in Hamilton County by the
average expenditure for consumer units (measured for Cincinnati CMSA), the
total county expenditure is determined. For 1991, this yields $9.9 billion spent
by Hamilton County residents. However, extracted from this amount is any
spending on tax-exempt items. The following items listed in the CES were
considered to be tax-exempt: food at home; housing; utilities, fuels, and public
services; personal services; 44 percent of transportation expenditures; health
care; education; miscellaneous spending; cash contributions; and personal
insurance and pensions. This yields taxable expenditures of $3.8 billion in
1991.

1994 Hamilton County Expenditures

e In order to determine total expenditures and taxable expenditures for 1994, a
link must be established between the Cincinnati expenditure patterns of 1991
and the more recent 1994 expenditure patterns of the Midwest.

e Itis assumed that the percent of income spent on all taxable items remains the
same from 1991 to 1994. These ratios are then used to determine the amount
spent on taxable items in 1994, based on the 1994 Midwest total expenditures
figure. In 1994, total spending by Midwesterners (and thus Cincinnatians) was
$29,274 per consumer unit per year. Total taxable expenditures per consumer
unit were $11,258, which is 38 percent of total spending. By multiplying this
amount by Hamilton County consumer units, total taxable expenditures by
Hamilton County residents is found to be approximately $4.0 billion for the year
1994.

Spending by Hamilton County Residents Outside of Hamilton County

An estimate of resident spending outside of the county was obtained through the
following steps:
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e It was determined that the ratio of expenditures to sales in other counties in the
CMSA was on average .61 (by taking the ratio of resident expenditures to
county sales for surrounding counties). This means that on average, 39 percent
of other CMSA counties’ sales were not paid by their own residents.

®  The assumption was maintained that 25 percent is paid by businesses, which
leaves 14 percent to out-of -towners.

°  If we assume that most of the out-of-towners are from within the CMSA, we can
use county population to CMSA population ratios to determine how much is
purchased by residents in each county. Hamilton County accounts for roughly
50 percent of the population of the CMSA, and therefore, its residents account
for approximately 7 percent of the retail sales in each of the surrounding
counties,

¢  The 1987 retail sales figures from the 1994 US Census were used to determine
total Hamilton County expenditures outside of Hamilton County. After
adjusting for inflation and growth, the ratio of Hamilton County residents'
expenditures outside Hamilton County to Hamilton residents' total retail
expenditures is .13. v

* In addition, expenditures on motor vehicles were excluded because they
represent a use tax rather than a retail tax - Hamilton County residents pay the
Hamilton County tax rate no matter where the vehicle is purchased.

Expenditures/Sales Ratio

*  To determine the amount of the Hamilton County sales tax that i paid by
Hamilton County residents, the ratio of Hamilton County expenditures on
taxable retail goods to Hamilton County sales of taxable retail goods is utilized.
It was determined from the Consumer Expenditure Survey that expenditures
made by Hamilton County residents on taxable items were $4.0 billion. After
subtracting imports and motor vehicle expenditures, taxable expenditures by
Hamilton County residents total $2.6 billion. )

¢ DETERMINING TAXABLE RETAIL SALES OF HAMILTON COUNTY RETAILERS

¢  Taxable retail sales in Hamilton County are subject to a 5 percent tax which goes to
the State of Ohio, and a 0.5% tax which goes to Hamilton County. According to the
Ohio Department of Taxation, $35,107,139 was received by Hamilton County in
retail sales tax receipts. Therefore, retail sales in Hamilton County totaled around
$7.0 billion in 1994.

® HAMILTON COUNTY SALES TAX INFORMATION
° 1994 tax revenues represent the latest year for which complete tax data are available.

°  Items exempt from the sales tax include: food for human consumption off the
premises where sold; newspapers and magazine subscriptions sent by second class
mail; motor fuel; sales of artificial and natural gas, electricity, and water when
delivered through pipes, wires or conduits; prescription drugs; property used directly
in manufacturing, mining or agriculture; value of trade-ins on new motor vehicles;
telephone and cable television services; sales by churches and non-profit
organizations; sales to churches, non-profit organizations and non-profit hospitals.
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Taxable services include: business data processing services; long distance
telecommunications services; lawn care and landscaping services; private
investigation and security services; building cleaning and maintenance and
exterminating; personnel supply services; physical fitness facilitates and recreation
and sports club memberships.

Use tax revenue comes from taxes paid by Hamilton County residents and
businesses for products purchased outside of the State of Ohio.

Other revenue includes adjustments and assessments on Hamilton County businesses
and residents, and it also includes fees (there is a 1% fee which goes to the State for
administrative purposes) and refunds that are taken from Hamilton County's revenue.

The 26 percent of sales tax revenues to the county not accounted for by retail sales
are predominantly paid by Hamilton County residents. For instance, the use taxes
are entirely paid by Hamilton County residents - either by the consumer or business
who reports their purchase to the Ohio Department of Taxation (consumers use tax),
or the out-of-state seller who is required by law to submit sales tax receipts to the
counties of its customers (seller's use tax). Included in this category is the sale of
motor vehicles. Similarly, adjustments and assessments apply only to Hamilton
County residents and businesses. The only items outside of retail sales that could be
paid by out-of-county residents are services that are subject to tax. Here, it is
assumed that 37 percent of services sales are accounted for by Hamilton County
consumers and businesses (identical to the retail distribution), and the remaining 63
percent from out-of county consumers or businesses.

Once the remaining 26 percent of the sales tax is accounted for, it is determined that
Hamilton County residents pay 45 percent of the sales tax (again, this is higher
because the non-retail portion of the tax is predominantly paid by residents).

£ THE BUSINESS PORTION OF THE SALES TAX

See: Ring, Raymond J,; 1989. Ring estimated the proportion of sales taxes paid by
businesses for the 45 states which had sales taxes, and he found a range from 18 to
65 percent. For Ohio, he estimated the percent paid by businesses as 30 percent.
Other Ohio estimates range from 14 to 25 percent. We assume that for Hamilton
County the business portion of the sales tax is 25 percent.

¥ THE SHIFTING OF THE BUSINESS PORTION TO HOUSEHOLDS

e  Ultimately, all business tax burdens are faced by households, whether as consumers,
owners, employees, shareholders or others recipients of business profit. See: Joseph A.
Pechman, Who Paid the Taxes. 1966-857. The Brookings Institution, Washington D.C.,
1985. and Dick Netzer, Economics of the Propertv Tax, The Brookings Institution,
Washington D.C., 1966.

e  The distribution of owners, employees and shareholders of Hamilton County businesses
among place of residence is as follows:

Hamilton County CMSA. Non-Hamilton Countv Non-CMSA
38% 12% 50%

N RESULTS FROM AN AUTOMOBILE SURVEY AT AREA SHOPPING CENTERS
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s  Survey Locations:

Downtown:
Fountain Square Garage, Fountain Square Lot, Tower Place Garage. 234 surveyed.

Area malls:
Beechmont, Kenwood Towne Center, Tri-County, Forest Fair, Northgate, Western
Woods. 573 surveyed.

Strip malls:
Beechmont Ave., Montgomery Rd., Reading Rd., Colrain Rd., Hamilton Rd., Harrison

Ave. 321 surveyed.

Percentage of shoppers from other CMSA countles

Brown . Butler: Clermo enton .. Indiana;

0.0% 6.4% 4.7% 0.9% 2.1% 4 3% 6.4% 1.7%
0.5% 14.0% 8.7% 3.7% 0.2% 0.4% 1.6% 1.0%
03% 5.6% 6.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.3% 1.6% 1.9%
0.3% 8.7% 6.6% 1.7%  0.8% 1.7% 3.2% 1.5%

HANALYSIS OF THE BURDEN OF THE SALES TAX BY INCOME LEVEL

o  The latest available data on total spending by income groups are for the U.S. in
1994. This data separates the population into five income groups. In order to use
this data, we must first assume that income groups in Hamilton County have similar
spending patterns to their corresponding income groups across the country. We also
assume that consumer units in the Cincinnati CMSA in 1994 spend the same
proportion of their income on taxable goods as they did in 1991

' PERMANENT AND CURRENT INCOME

e See: Schaefer; 1969. Total consumption is an imperfect measure for “permanent
income”(average lifetime income). However, the main barrier to the permanent
income approach in studying tax incidence is the lack of data quantifying permanent
income.

! SPENDING AS A PERCENT OF CURRENT INCOME

o  Note that the lowest income groups include individuals who are temporarily low
income. This means that they may have accumulated financial assets which they can
live off (retirees) or expectations for future increases in salary (students). The
income definition includes self-employment income, and therefore includes gains
and losses from a profession, an unincorporated business, or from the operation of a
farm. The unusual characteristics of this group leads to more than 100 percent of
their income being spent.

X ANNUAL TAX REVENUE

e Each year the sales tax is in effect, there will be an increase in total tax revenue and
in the cost per household due to increases in inflation and increases in taxable sales.
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APPENDIX I. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF RIVERFRONT STADIUM:
METHODOLOGY

Background

Opened in 1970, Riverfront Stadium was designed to be a multi-purpose stadium for use by
Cincinnati’s two professional sports teams: the Cincinnati Reds and the Cincinnati Bengals.

The stadium seats 56,668 for baseball and 60,389 for football. The moveable seating section has
a seating capacity of 4,480. In addition to regular seating, there are 20 private boxes.

The property and stadium are owned by Hamilton County, which floated bonds to pay for the
construction. Bonds totaling $44 million paid for the stadium. The City of Cincinnati operates
the stadium under a lease from Hamilton County. The City, in turn, leases the stadium to the
Cincinnati Bengals and the Cincinnati Reds. In addition to collecting rent from the Reds and the
Bengals, a portion of the revenues from stadium admissions and concessions returns to the City.
The City operates the stadium budget as an enterprise fund, so what is not spent each year goes
back into the account -- it does not get transferred to some other city operation.

The City 1s responsible for managing the stadium and ensuring its readiness for various events
and activities. A team of 18 administrators, engineers and maintenance workers work to ensure a
clean and safe stadium. In addition, the crew prepares the stadium for a new sports season. Each
year City staff must oversee two major changeovers: one in October, after the completion of the
Reds season; and one in December, after the Bengals season. The City contracts out this
“changeover” to a local steel worker’s union. For four Bengals games each fall, the teams must
share the stadium and a temporary changeover oceurs, setting up special seats and “portable”
dugouts and other features. It costs the city $40,000 per conversion. Mini-conversions during
the fall month cost $2,000 and happen about six times per year.

Other Financial Information
Other financial relationships characterize the City’s role in stadium operations:

e The City receives 7.5 percent of revenues of Reds games admissions; 10 percent of revenues of
Bengals games admissions and negotiated revenues from other events at Riverfront (i.e.,
festivals and concerts).

e The City receives 10 percent of gross receipts for Reds and Bengals concessions and 42.5
percent of gross receipts for concessions from other events. The Cincinnati Reds are
responsible for all in-stadium concessions.

e The City has all rights to the parking revenues from stadium garages and lots which total
5,546 on-site spaces. In the open lots, the price of a space is $3.50 (2,145 spaces). In the
garage, (3,401 spaces) the price is $5.00. On the plaza, there are spaces for 130 buses, vans
and limousines at $15.00 per vehicle.

A stadium use charge for each ticket sold is $.25. This goes to the enterprise fund. A three
percent admissions tax on tickets is used to pay for services.

]
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e The Cincinnati Reds are responsible for in-stadium advertising. The City receives $10,000
per year from the Reds for advertising (i.e., scoreboard, signs, banners).

The Cincinnati Reds

The Cincinnati Reds have been playing at Riverfront Stadium since 1970. The Reds consists of
players, coaches, managers, trainers and an administrative staff that is housed at the stadium’s
north end. A staff of nearly 60 employees serves the Reds. The Cincinnati Reds season begins
in April and runs through October. A total of 81 home games are played at Riverfront Stadium.
In 1994, the Reds shortened season of 58 games resulted in $1,897,683 in paid admission. The
estimates used in this report are based on spending as if the full 81-game season had occurred.

The Cincinnati Bengals

There are between 100 and 150 players and more than 500 coaches, managers, trainers,
administrators and other employees which make up the Cincinnati Bengals. The Bengals play in
Cincinnati each year from September through December. In addition, the Bengals train in the
Cincinnati area beginning in June. Pre-season training takes place over four weeks in the
summer, in Wilmington, Ohio. The remainder of the summer is spent in Spinney Field, their
training site in the west side of the city. Although many of the players have home residences
outside of the Cincinnati area, they spent at least six months of the year living in Cincinnati.
Managers, coaches and administrators work for the Bengals year-round, engaged in scouting,
drafting, pursuing players, planning and coaching. In a regular sports season, there are 10 NFL
football games played at Riverfront Stadium. Total paid admission for the Bengals in 1994 was
$548,936.

1. THE IMPACT OF STADIUM OPERATIONS ON REGIONAL EcoNomic
GROWTH

Riverfront Stadium operations consists of several dimensions of activity that were measured to
compute the economic impact. The City of Cincinnati manages the facility with a core staff of
administrators, engineers and maintenance workers. The City’s primary tenants are the
Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals who together utilize the stadium for 9-10 months each
year. An independent concessionaire serves both the Reds and Bengals and operates out of the
stadium facility. In addition, other events are held at the stadium which contribute to its overall
impact. Each of these sources of economic growth will be discussed and the total impact
calculated.

A. Stadium Management

City spending for personnel, operations equipment, tools, supplies and administrative costs total
$11.4 million. (The projected budget for 1996 reflects a 2 percent increase.) Of this, $8 million
is spent in the local Cincinnati economy, generating $13.5 million in additional economic
activity. The total economic impact generated from the City of Cincinnati operating Riverfront
Stadium is over $21.6 million. This spending supports $3.8 million in household earnings in
Greater Cincinnati, along with 267 jobs.
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[Economic Impact of Stadium Management
T:Bééfsbﬁéﬁaiﬁé S 8,088,713 il
Indirect Impact $ 13,542,061

Total Economic Impact $ 21,630,774
Household Impact $ 3,784,809

Jobs 267

B. Reds Franchise

The economic impact of Cincinnati Reds operations fotals $§73.1 million. Data about the
Cincinnati Reds was gathered through published financial reports and estimates of average
outlays. Of the $69 million spent on operations, about $48 million (70 percent) remains in the
local economy. Major expenses include player salaries, transportation, game-day costs and
equipment. This local spending generates $25 million in household earnings, and supports 1,829
jobs in the Greater Cincinnati area.l

Economic Impact of Reds Operation

Direct Spending 78S 69,120,058
Local Spending 5 48,384,040
Indirect Impact 3 24,755,318
Total Economic Impact $ 73,139,358
Household Earnings $ 24,828,006
Jobs 1,829 1 .

C. Bengals Franchise

Local spending by the Bengals generates a total of 855.8 million in the Greater Cincinnati
economy. According to Cincinnati Bengals sources and published reports, the Bengals spend
$37.8 million in the local economy, approximately 63 percent of their tota] spending.
Approximately $18.8 million enters into area households in the form of wages and earnings. In
addition, 1,360 local jobs are supported by the Bengals operation.

Economic Impact of Bengals Operation
Direct Spending s ?6?%3,856
Local Spending § 37,808,352
Indirect Impact $ 18,002,047
Total Economic Impact $ 55,810,399
Household Earnings $ 18,759,386
Jobs 1,360

I Operations estimates for the Cincinnati Reds were obtained from Financial Weekly, May 9, 1995. “Suite Deals -
Why new stadia are shaking up the pecking order of sports franchises”.

ST
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D. Stadium Concessions

All stadium concessions are conducted by a local firm, Sports Services, which operates under a
contract from the Cincinnati Reds. The firm provides food, beverages, novelties and programs
during Reds and Bengals games as well as special stadium events. Their total annual spending is
more than $4.9 million, of which $3.7 million stays in the Greater Cincinnati market. As a result
of these expenditures, the stadium concessionaires generate a total economic impact of $4.4
million locally. Up to 700 employees work annually at the stadium in concessions, any of whom
are teenagers and part-time workers. In addition, the business activity generated by concessions
creates 77 jobs in other area industries. More than $1.3 million dollars returns to area
households due to stadium concessions. '

mic Impact of Stadium Concession
Direct Spending S 4,957.536
Local Spending § 3,718,152
Indirect Impact $ 709,052
Total Economic Impact hy 4,427',204
$
$

Household Earnings 1,337,419
Jobs 77

E. Total Economic Impact of Riverfront Operations

The total economic impact from stadium operations is $155 million. In addition, over 3,500 jobs
in the Cincinnati region benefit from the presence of the stadia and franchise-operations.

, ' , 3,718,152 ' § 97,999,257
Indirect Impact $ 13,542,061 § 24,755,318 §$ 18,002,047 $ 709,052 $ 57,008,478
Total Economic Impact § 21,630,774 § 73,139,358 $ 55,810,399 §-4,427,204 § 155,007,735
Household Earnings $ 3,784,809 $ 24,828,006 $ 18,759,386 $ 1,337,419 $ 48,709,620

Jobs 267 1,829 1,360 77 3,533
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2. IMPACT OF STADIUM-RELATED VISITORS ON REGIONAL ECONOMIC
GROWTH

In addition to general stadium operations, visitors to the region who are attracted by stadium-
related events have an economic impact on regional growth. By spending money in hotels,
restaurants, retail centers, gas stations, and other Cincinnati attractions, these visitors from
outside the region bring in additional dollars to the community. This results in economic
benefits for all area residents.

A. Economic Impact of the Visiting Team and Officials

When an out-of-town team plays the Cincinnati Reds or the Cincinnati Bengals at Riverfront
Stadium, they often are accompanied by an entourage that includes the team, coaches, managers
trainers, doctors, photographers, public relations staff, team media, celebrities, sponsors and
owners. Each of these individuals contributes something to the Cincinnati economy, for they
must eat, sleep and engage in other activities during their stay.

b

In addition to the visiting team, a group of officials from the leagues come to Cincinnati to
officiate each game. For Bengals games, the NFL sponsors 15 people at each football game: 7
officials, 3 observers, 2 league representatives and 3 film crew members. National League
Baseball sends 4 umpires for each Reds game.

The following assumptions were made about the visiting teams’ stay in Cincinnati.

Generaliinformation

Number of days in Cincinnati per game

Number of nights in Cincinnati per game 1 1 ‘ 1 1
Number of games in Cincinnati per season 81 81 10 10
Number in group 80 4 150 15

Spending by the team and its associates represents money that comes into the local Cincinnati
economy from outside the region. The major categories of spending are: transportation
(airplanes, trucks, buses, limousines), dining and entertainment, lodging, security, and rental
equipment.

MLB Total
Local Spending § 3,685237 $ 128,799 $ 3,814,035
Indirect Impact $ 3,547,104 $ 137,373 $ 3,684,477
Total Economic Impact $ 7,232,341 § 266,171 $ 7,498,512
Household Earnings § 2,259,691 § 87,189 § 2,346,880
Jobs 158 7 165
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Economic Impact
bt e Ao st Visiting
Team NFL Total

Local Spending $§ 739944 § 63,004 $§ 802,948
Indirect Impact $ 745457 § 67,251 § @ 812,708
Total Economic Impact |$ 1,485,401 § 130,255 § 1,615,656
Household Earnings $ 462,563 $§ 42,669 $ 505,233
Jobs 35 3 . 38

Direct spending by teams, officials and their accompanying entourage in the regional Cincinnati
economy totals $4.6 million. This translates into an economic impact of more than $9 million in
economic growth. The associated earnings for area households exceeds $2.8 million. In
addition, 203 local jobs are supported by this direct spending by visiting teams.

L ,016,

Indirect Impact 4,497,185

Total Economic Impact $ 9,114,168
Household Earnings $ 2,852,113

Jobs 203 -

B. Economic Impact of the Media

With each professional baseball or football game, there is a significant amount of economic
activity generated by media coverage of the game. The impact of media coverage occurs through
expenditures from visiting broadcasters and reporters from outside the region coming to report a

game.
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802,948
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Direct spending by teams, officials and their accompanying entourage in the regional Cincinnati
economy totals $4.6 million. This translates into an economic impact of more than $9 million in

economic growth. The associated earnings for area households exceeds $2.8 million. In

addition, 203 local jobs are supported by this direct spending by visiting teams.

d"Ofﬁgigl

$ 4,616,983
Indirect Impact $ 4,497,185
Total Economic Impact $ 9,114,168
Household Earnings $ 2,852,113
Jobs 203 .

B. Economic Impact of the Media

With each professional baseball or football game, there is a significant amount of economic

activity generated by media coverage of the game. The impact of media coverage occurs through
expenditures from visiting broadcasters and reporters from outside the region coming to report a

game.
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Overview of the Role of the Media

The Sport-Media Relationship

| Local |
] {Broadcasters|
isers| Network N 1 (Loca 1
Advertisers i
o l_;gioadcasters > League J-=>! Franchise"-)-[iouseholds

Broadcasters -

|
| e r
| Print

L ‘ Media l

Although media coverage of professional baseball and football can take many forms, television
generates the most money, with various national and local broadcasters competing for the rights
to cover a game. National contracts are negotiated by the networks and leagues, with the
revenues distributed evenly among the teams. Local broadcast contracts, on the other hand, are
directly negotiated by the franchise, which retains the revenues earmned. Cable broadcasts may be
either national or local. Like the networks, national cable stations, such as ESPN, negotiate with
the league, whereas local cable stations deal directly with the team.

, Cable R 1) TI

National networks providing baseball coverage in 1996 will generate $12 million in broadcast
Tevenues to each Major League team. Baseball games are also covered on cable and pay per
view networks. In the case of football, broadcast rights are shared among networks and account

Print media also base much of their sales on coverage of sports events. In 1984, 50 percent of an
average newspaper’s news coverage was devoted to sports and that the sports page has five times
the readership as the average section of the newspaper. |

Economic Impact of Visiting Media

Dollars spent by local networks on professional sports coverage cannot be easily distinguished
from their overall sports budget, thus only spending by visiting media will be considered. Based
on estimates provided by area television stations and data from broadcasting research reports, the
economic impact due to coverage by outside media was calculated.

1 Lever, J. and Wheeler, S. “The Chicago Tribune Sportspage: 1900-1975,” Sociology of Sport Journal (1)4 (1984),
Pp. 299-313.

i
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Media personnel attendance is generally estimated by the number of press credentials issued for
a typical game. (Since season press credentials are issued for Major League Baseball, estimates
were obtained from the Cincinnati Reds and various sportscasters). The average number of out-
of-town media personnel attending a Reds game is 17, while the average number attending a
Bengals game is 87. The average spending for dining, hotel, transportation and other expenses is
estimated at $185.76 per person.

Based on media spending assumptions, total spending per game by media professionals is
approximately $3,158 for a Cincinnati Reds game, and $16,161 for a Bengals contest. An
additional source of media spending is generated from the broadcast of the game itself. Due to
high transport costs, networks and cable operators often rely on local sources for their
broadcasting needs. These expenses (which include cameras, crew and transmission) amount to
$25,800 for each Reds game and $3 1,992 for each Bengals game,

Based on annual media expenditures of $2.3 million for a Reds game, the total economic impact
of media spending is $3.9 million. Over 55 regional jobs exist because of the media spending at
Cincinnati Reds games. For the Bengals, the impacts are less significant due to the shorter
season. Direct spending of $481,531 results in $85 8,670 in regional economic activity due to the
presence of the media. In addition, 15 area Jobs are linked to outside media coverage of Bengals
games.

Economic Impact of Med;

Local Spending $ 481,531 § 2,827.123
Indirect Impact ¥ 1,638,509 $ 377,139 $ 2,015,649
Total Economic Impact § 3,984,101 $ 858,670 $ 4,842,771
Household Earnings $ 1,099356 $ 251,790 § 1,351,146
Jobs 55 15 70

Additional Impacts

Research Services indicate that for every Cincinnati Reds game, approximately 87,219
Cincinnati area households are watching. The Cincinnati Bengals, meanwhile, enjoy viewership
of 190,296 among area residents. National broadcasts of Reds and Bengals games increases the
“visibility" of the Greater Cincinnati area to people all over the country. Based on the Cincinnati
Enguirer’s readership estimates, over 300,000 readers read the sports pages during the week and
about 506,000 read the sports section on weekends. Another 145,000 people read Cincinnati
Post’s sports section.
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C. Economic Impact of Visiting Fans

Who are the fans?

Reds and Bengals fans were surveyed by the University of Cincinnati’s Institute for Policy
Research to understand spending patterns and demographic information2. It was found that the
“typical” fan attends the game in a group of 2 to 3 adults, earns between $50,000 to $60,000 per
year, is a 41-year old male, who has spent between $25 to $40 before and/or after the game.3
Roughly half of all fans come from outside the Greater Cincinnati area. The following

information was gathered:

Median Age 41 4]
Median Income $53,580 $59,660
Percent Male 70% 76%
Previous Games Attended 3% 17%
Adults in the Group 2.7 3.0
Children in the Group 0.7 04

How much do fans spend?

Nearly 50 percent of all Reds Jans and 60 percent of Bengals fans visit another establishment
before or after the game. A greater percentage of fans go out before the game than after.
(However, 10 percent of fans surveyed did not know if they were going out after the game.)
Before games, 83 percent of Reds fans and 69 percent of Bengals fans visit establishments in
Greater Cincinnati. After games, 57 percent of Reds fans and 62 percent of Bengals fans went

out to Cincinnati establishments.

Eating and Drinking 63% 90%
Establishment

Other Entertainment 21% 1%
Gas Station 3% 4%
Shopping 3% 1%
Hotel 5% 1%
Other (Combination) 5% 3%

The following summarizes fan spending decisions:

Cost of Ticket $7.84
Ballpark Spending 39.28
Out-of-Stadium Spending $9.36
Percent going out before or after game 50%

2 See Appendix III for details regarding the survey.
3 All fan spending numbers are in 1995 dollars. The economic impact of fans and other visitors are in 1996 dollars.
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The Economic Effects of Fan Spending

To highlight the incremental impact of fan spending, this study focuses on visitors to the
Cincinnati region. This has the strongest impact since it is money coming from outside the
region. The effect of Cincinnati’s Sports teams on spending by Cincinnati residents has some
impact, but much of it only alters where and how the local money is spent.4

Expenditures by Out-of-Town Fans
The impact of baseball and football fans on the Cincinnati economy stems from the influx of out-
of-town visitors attending home games. The analysis of out-of-town visitor spending was based

on the IPR survey:

®  Over 53 percent of Reds fans and 46 percent of Bengals fans live outside of the Greater
Cincinnati region.

* Anestimated 35 percent of fans using season tickets are not residents of Greater Cincinnati.

e For about 80 percent of out-of-town fans, the primary reason for being there is to see the
Sports game.

® Anaverage of 58 percent of visitors attending a Reds or Bengals game 80 out either before
or after the game. The predominant place visited by out-of-town fans was an eating or
drinking establishment (67 percent for Reds fans and 88 percent of Bengals fans.)

* Total per person spending before and after the game is approximately $13.00 for the
Cincinnati Reds fan and $16.34 for the Cincinnati Bengals fan.

* A majority of the visitors’ spending takes place in the local area -- 80 percent of Reds fans’
spending and 72 percent of Bengals’ spending is in Greater Cincinnati.

* Reds and Bengals games were the primary reason for coming into town for 76 percent of
out-of-town fans who stayed in a hotel the night of the game.

* Reds and Bengals fans spend a total of $14.5 million each year on the hotel industry in
Greater Cincinnati.

The business activity generated in the Cincinnati area from out-of-town Reds and Bengals fans is
significant. In total, over $66 million is added to the Cincinnati economy each year due to
visiting Reds and Bengals patrons. Reds fans spend $28 million per season in the area, which
yields a total economic impact of more than $58 million. Bengals fans spend $4 million per
season, generating $8 million in the Cincinnati economy. The total impact on household
earnings from all Reds and Bengals visitors is over $20 million. In addition, 1,712 jobs are
supported by out-of-town patrons. -

4 This is an example of a transfer of money within the local region. Without the sports teams, local residents will
probably spend money on other types of entertainment, such as movies or concerts, However, some local residents
will travel out of town to attend professional baseball and football games, which will represent a loss to the Cincinnati
economy. See page 20 for an estimate of this loss.
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Economic lmpact of Out-of—Town Fans on Cmcmnatl

Econom:c lmpact Reds engal =T

Direct Spending 730, 5177155 ' 37.9

Local Spending $ 28,976,618 § 4,024,533 § 33,001,151
Indirect Impact $ 29,202,875 §$ 4,208,650 § 33,411,525
Total Economic Impact $ 58,179,493 § 8,233,183 § 66,412,676
Household Earnings $ 17,933,705 § 2,459,868 § 20,393,574
Jobs 1,502 210 1,712

The immediate beneficiaries of fan spending are the restaurants, hotels, gas stations, and retail
centers which attract game fans. The industries which provide materials and supplies to these
establishments also benefit.

D. Economic Impact of Other Stadium Events

Riverfront Stadium also sponsors activities and events which contribute to the overall economic
impact in the area. Without the stadium, these events may not occur, as a facility of this size
may be necessary to house the number of participants. Each year, the stadium is host to an
average of 2 to 3 special events in addition to Reds and Bengals games. On average, these
events attract approximately 128, 500 attendees per year, many of whom come from outside the
Greater Cincinnati region. In 1994, for example, attendance at two large events was 101,000.
Over a three day period, attendance at the Coors Jazz Festival was 69,000, while the Rolling
Stones brought 32,000 fans to Riverfront Stadium.

This study assumes that 50 percent of special event patrons are from outside the Greater
Cincinnati area. While in Cincinnati, these visitors spend money on hotels, food, retail goods,
parking and other entertainment. In total, they will contribute over $4.7 million to the local
economy, generating a total impact of over $9.5 million. In addition, 239 local jobs will be
supported by the visitors’ spending.

[Economi 'of Other E

Local S Spendmg $ 4,798,399
Indirect Impact $ 4,768,463
Total Economic Impact § 9,566,863
Household Earnings $ 2,906,368
Jobs 239
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E. Total Economic Impact from Visitors to the Region

Spending by visiting teams, officials, media and fapg have a total economic Impact of $90
million. In addition, $27 million goes to area households and 2,224 jobs in the Cincinnatj region
are supported.

pending $4,616,983 2,827, $33,001,151 $4,798, $45,243 656
Indirect Impact 54,497,185 $2.015640 $33,411,525 54,768,463 $44,602 823
Total Economic Impact $9,114,168 $4,842,771 $66,412,676 $9,566,863 $89,936,479
Household Eamnings $2,852,113 $1351,146  $20,393 575 $2,906,368  $27,503,20;
Jobs 203 70 1,712 239 2,224

3. ToTaL EcoNowmic IMPACT OF RIVERFRONT STADIUM

The tota] spending in the loca] €conomy that occurred as 2 result of Riverfront Stadium, its
operations and fan spending was $143 million in 1994, This generated a total economic impact
of $245 million in the Greater Cincinnati economy. Greater Cincinnatj households received $76
million of this impact in the form of earnings, and 5,757 Jobs were supported.

$ 45,243,656 § 14 ,
Indirect Impact 57,008,479 $ 44,692 823 § 101,70
Total Economic Impact § 155,007,736 $ 89,936,479 $ 244944215
Household Earnings $ 48,709,620 27,503,201 § 76,212,821
Jobs $ 3,533 % 2224 § 5,757
The specific contributions of the Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals to the local econom

g $90,604,404 ,110
Indirect Impact $67,831,848 $29,100,990
Total Economic Impact $158,436,252 $76,941,100

Household Earnings $49,281,284 $24,025,169
Jobs 3,763

The Spending associated with the Cincinnati Bengals was $47 million in 1994, This generated ap
additional $29.1 million in the Joca] €conomy;, to reach a tota] impact of $77 million. Of this,
324 milljon went to area households in the form of earnings, and 1,761 local jobs were
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A number of Cincinnati industries benefit significantly from the stadium. Hote]
amusements top the list with over $133 million generated in that industry alone. Real estate,
retail trade, and food producers were also impacted. The top ten Greater Cincinnat] industries

impacted by Stadium operations are as follows:

Lodging and Amusements
Real Estate

Retail Trade

Food and Tobacco
Wholesale Trade
Business Service
Insurance

Transportation

Health Services
Miscellaneous Services

$133,114,498
§ 15,925,065
$ 10,867,137
7,449,333
6,867,354
5,978,513
5,756,303
5,713,977
5,565,837
5,301,301
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APPENDIX II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

RIMS I is a multiplier model developed by the Bureau of Economic Analysis at the U.S.
Department of Commerce. This model is used to calculate the economic impact of a change in
final demand on a specified economy. In the present analysis, the change in final demand is
measured by the total stadium-related spending, and the specified economy is the Cincinnati
CMSA.

The money that is spent each year by a firm is known as its direct spending. When the economic
impact is calculated, only local spending is considered. In some cases, not all spending is done
locally. For instance, a portion of operations spending by the Reds and Bengals does not enter
Cincinnati’s economy. Since many players reside outside of the Cincinnati region during the
off-season, only a portion of salaries to players would be considered Jocal spending. The
stadium’s ongoing spending outlays have been divided into several components (e.g., payroll,
capital equipment, services). Visitor spending was estimated for hotels, recreation, food, retail
and transportation costs.

The economic impact of the stadia goes beyond this local spending. Each of the businesses
directly affected by the sports teams, in turn, spend money on goods and services they purchase
from other area businesses. This generates greater business activity and employment. The
industries which subsequently gain business from initial expenditures by the teams now have
more business than they did before, which further stimulates demand, sales, output and
employment in the local economy.

Initial spending by the stadium project is “multiplied” throughout the economy. RIMS II
measures the impact of the initial expenditures by using location specific multipliers which
determine the total amount of business activity, household earnings and employment that will be
generated within the Cincinnati CMSA.

Note that the direct and local spending refer to expenditures that occur over a one-year period.
For fan and team spending, this would occur between April and December. The economic
impact associated with this spending is not, however, realized in one year. While RIMS II
models how much money will be generated in a regional economy, it does not model how long it
will take the multiplier effect to be fully realized in that economy.
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APPENDIX lII.

Direct
Spending:

Local
Spending:

Indirect
Impact:

Total Economic
Impact

Household
Earnings:

Jobs:

Cincinnati
Consolidated
Metropolitan
Statistical
Area (CMSA):

DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS REPORT

The dollar amount that is directly spent by the stadium tenants,
stadium operators, fans or other sports-related industry.

The amount of direct spending that enters the Cincinnati region.

The amount of business activity and household earnings generated
in the entire economy as a result of direct spending.

This is made up of the direct spending by the teams, fans and stadium
operators plus the indirect impact of spending.

This is the amount Greater Cincinnati households receive in the form
of wages and salaries due to the presence of the stadium. Household
earnings measure the increase in earnings that occur in all
households originating from stadium-related spending.

The full and part time jobs necessary to support the level of
business activity implied by the indirect impact of stadium-related
activities.

Includes the Ohio counties of Hamilton, Brown, Clermont, Butler
and Warren; the Kentucky counties of Boone, Campbell, Kenton,
Grant, Gallatin, and Pendleton; and Ohio and Dearborn County

in Indiana.
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APPENDIX IV. SUMMARY OF SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Patrons attending Riverfront Stadium for Cincinnati Reds and Cincinnati Bengals games
were interviewed during the months of September and October by interviewers trained by
the Institute for Policy Research's professional staff. Patrons were interviewed by 3-4
interviewers during the period before each game. Interviews were held at or near the
stadium entrance. Face-to-face interviews were conducted with every third person entering
into the individual interviewer’s area after each successive completed interview.

Interviews with patrons at five different Cincinnati Reds games were conducted between
September 16 and September 20, 1995. The first two games were with Atlanta (National
League champions) and the next three games were with Montreal. Two of the games were
afternoon contests, while three were at night. Two of the games were on weekends, while
three were weekday events. All Reds interviews were held at the end of a rather successful
season, on the wake of the baseball strike.

Interviews with patrons at three Cincinnati Bengals games were conducted on September
24, October 1, and October 29, 1995. The teams playing were Houston, Miami and
Cleveland, respectively. All games were played on Sunday afternoons. Bengals interviews
were held at the beginning of their fall season.

The survey effort resulted in 651 interviews with Reds and Bengals fans. Precisely, 304
completed surveys were conducted with Bengals fans and 347 completed surveys were held
with Reds fans. At the conclusion of data collection, questionnaires were coded and
cleaned. Summary statistics were presented to the research team at the Center for
Economic Education for further analysis. A copy of the survey questions is attached.
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APPENDIX V. FAN SURVEY QUESTIONS

1.

6a.

6b.

10.

11.

How many adults, 18 or older are in your group today?

How many children (under 18) are in your group today?

How many Bengals/Reds games have you, personally, attended this year prior to this one?
How much did your Bengals/Reds ticket cost?

Approximately how much will you and your group be spending before, during and after the
game today on concessions and souvenirs inside the stadium?

Did you and your group stop at any stores, restaurants, attractions or any other place of
business before arriving at the stadium today? If yes: Where did you stop? Where is it located?

Will you and your group stop at any stores, restaurants, attractions or any other place of
business after leaving the stadium today? If yes: Where will you stop? Where is it located?

Approximately how much will you and your group be spending at these places of business before
or after the game (that is in some way related to attending this Bengals/Reds game)?

Please look at this card and tell me what age group you fall into.
Please look at the other side of the card and tell me what income group you fall into.
Record sex of respondent.

Do you and the members of your group live in Hamilton County, elsewhere in Greater
Cincinnati, or outside Greater Cincinnati? Where do you live?

If residence was outside Greater Cincinnati, the following questions were also asked:

12.

13.

14.

15.

16,

Is attending the Bengals (Reds) game the primary reason you or any member of your group came
to Greater Cincinnati? [fno: What is the primary reason?

How many days, if any are you or the members of your group staying overnight in Greater
Cincinnati? If zero: Terminate interview.,

Are the members of your group staying in Ohio, Kentucky or Indiana? Where are you staying;
what county?

Are the members of your group staying at a hotel or with friends or relatives?

How much are you or the members of your group spending for a hotel/motel room per night?
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APPENDIX V. SOURCES OF DATA

The following organizations provided data or assisted the research team in producing this

Cincinnati Bengals

Cincinnati Enquirer

City of Cincinnati

Hamilton County Commissioners
Major League Baseball

National League Association
National Footba]] League
National Broadcasting Company
Nielsen Corporation

Ohio Department of Taxation
Sports Services Inc.

WLW-TV
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